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FINANCIAL RESULTS OF THE OPERATION OF LARGE 
SUGAR CANE FARMS IN LOUISIANA, 1937 AND 1938 
By 
ROY A. BALLINGER 
INTRODUCTION 
Sugar cane is one of the most important crops grown on farms in 
Louisiana. The farms on which it is produced may be divided into two 
general types. One is the "family-sized" type of farm, on which most of 
the labor is performed by the farm operator; the other is the "large-
scale" type on which substantially all of the labor is hired. In addition, 
there are many farms which are intermediate between these two types. 
l'his report covers only the large farms, ' hich were operated almost 
Wholly with hired labor. 
A study of the costs of operating large farms engaged in the production 
of sugar cane in Louisiana in 1937 and 1938 was started in 1938. Many 
of the farms from which records were secured were operated in con-
nection with sugar mills, but some of them were not. The method of 
procedure used in making the study was to vi it each farm from which 
data were secured and to obtain the neces ary information from its 
record . Record sufficiently complete to be u ed in the study were 
Obtained from 33 farms in 1937 and 35 farms in 1938.
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As shown in Tables 1 and 2, the co t were divided into four main 
~oups, including intere t on inve tment, and each group subdivided 
into various items. In di tributing the co t for individual farms to 
Various items it was found that the categorie into which costs were 
divided on the records of different farms aried considerably. An effort 
Was made to fit the cost of ea h farm into the items hown. In some 
cases it was nece sary to make certain e timate in order to do this. 
l'hese estimates were, in practically all cas , made by the manager, 
accountant, or some other official. hey affect only the di tribution 
of costs between items; they do not affect the total co t of any farm. 
he group of co ts headed General 0 erhead really includes all items 
Which were not a part of the direct co ts of planting, cultivating or 
harve ting. hus it include a good man co ts other than those com-
!llonly thought of as overhead osts. he reason for this arrangement 
ts that many of the farm did not keep their records in a form which 
permitted any more detail d ummary than that hown. The labor 
it.em under General Overhead include both payment for general super-
V1sion and for the labor used in producing mi cellaneou crops. Labor -----
1 The numb r of farms represented is greater than the number of farm owner . 
Where a single owner operated two or more distinct tracts of land for which records 
Were kept separately, each tract wa counted as a farm. 
I 
used in maintaining the main ditches and drains, and other operations 
not included in the other divisions of cost, are also included. Feed pur· 
chased does not include any feed produced on the farm where it was 
used. Much of the oil, gas, and grease included in general overhead 
costs was actually used in connection with the planting, cultivating 
~nd harvesting of cane. However, it was not poss ible to distribute this 
item accurately to these oper.ations; consequently, it was all included 
in General Overhead. Other materials include supplies used in main· 
taining farm roads, bridges, ditches, buildings, and other miscellaneous 
items including office supplies. No attempt was made to allocate taxes, 
insurance, or depreciation to specific groups of costs. The "Other" 
costs included in General Overhead include payments for such items as 
fuel , transportation of labor, stable expense, and upkeep of yards and 
buildings. 
The costs grouped under Planting and Cultivating include only the 
direct cost of performing these operations on sugar cane. The most 
important of these costs is labor. The cost of seed cane does not repre· 
sent a cash co t, except in a few cases when a small amount of seed 
was purchased from other growers. The value of the cane used for seed 
in the fall of the prevfous year was charged as a cost against the follow· 
ing year's crop, while the value of the cane used for seed in the fall 
of each year was credited as income for that year. The two items do not 
exactly balance because of differences in the price of cane and the 
amount used for eed in the different years. Ferti lizer costs includ.e 
the amount paid for purchased fertili zer and for e els used for soil 
improving crops. The "Other" co ts include expen es for Johnson 
grass control, for repairs and replacements of tools, implements, and 
harness, and other miscellaneous expenses. 
Most of the expenses directly assign d to Harvesting Cane were for 
labor. The e expen es in Juded the co t of d livering the cane to the 
field loading stations, at which point the cane wa transferr d to the 
control of the mills. 
Interest on investment was in luded as a part of the total costs of 
operating farm . It was calculated at 5 per cent of the total value of the 
a et u ed in the business. Interest actually paid by various farm for 
the use of borro' ed funds was not in lucled as a cost sin e thi would 
have meant including the same co t twice in uch ca . If the rate 
used had be n lower than 5 per cent, the inter st cost would have b en 
corresponding! lower. Likewi e, if the rate had be n high r than 5 
per cent, the intere t co t would have been higher. he exa t effe t can 
be cl termined by applying vari us rates to the capital inve tment as 
given in the accompanying table . 
he net o t of producing ugar ane was obtain d by subtra Ling 
Mi c llaneou Credits from the total o t. Mi cell aneous r dits con· 
si t of the income re eived by the farm from sourc oth r than tl!e 
sale of cane and payment from the gricultural Adju tment dmin1s· 
tration. Such in ome, as hown in a lat r s tion of th tabl , was 
largely rec i ed from ane used for d, th . ale o( rops other 1· ~an 
cane, and the ale of livesto k and livestock produ ts. The production 
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and sale of the e products, in nearly e ery ca e, wa merely incidental 
to the business of producing sugar cane. The income from their sale 
may be regarded as having reduced tpe cost of producing sugar cane 
below what it would otherwise have been. 
In a few ca es where some income wa received from oil leases it was 
not included as a part of the farm income, because receipts from this 
source appeared to have no direct or ignificant relationship to the 
business of operating sugar cane farms. 
The Total Income of the farms includes the receipts from the sale 
0 £. c~ne and payments received from the Agricultural Adjustment Ad-
mm1 tration, and the items accounted for in connection with miscella-
neous credits. 
Operating Expenses include all costs except interest on capital. Net 
Operating Income is the difference between Total Income from all 
sources and Operating Expenses. It repre ent the earnings available 
for the payment of interest, dividends, and additions to surplus. Net 
Income is the amount remaining after ubtracting interest at the rate 
Of 5 per cent from Net Operating Income. 
Capital Inve tment repre ents the totaI value of all assets used in 
the operation of the farms. Both the amount of cane sold and the 
amount of ane grown are given in ton . The number of acres of land· 
devoted to growing cane is also given. 
AVERAGE COSTS AND RETURNS 
The financial results achieved by the large ugar cane farms studied 
a:e shown in able l in term of averages per farm and percentage 
distributions. The total co t of operating the farm was 8.3 per cent 
lower in 1938 than it wa in 1937. An important rea on for this decline 
wa the reduction in cane acreage, which amounted to 9.9 per cent. 
'The percentage distr ibution of co t wa ub tantially the same in. both 
Year with the exception of one or two items . 
. 'The total inc me of the farm al o decrea ed in 193 as compared 
With the previous year. The de line amounted to 8.1 per cent. De-
crea eel re eipts from the ale of ugar cane accounted for about three-
~ounh of thi decline, mall r pa ment from the gricultural d-
Jll tment dministration for approximate! 20 per cent, and decreases 
~n miscellaneou in ome for the remainder. a re ult of the changes 
111 total inc me and in expen , the net op rating income of the farms 
decl i.ned 7. l per cent from 1937 to 193 ! while the. net l . after de-
ducting inter st at the rate of 5 p r cent 111 place of rn rea mg actually 
declined 10.7 per cent. he average capital in e tment per farm and 
the interes t cost imputed on in e tment declined 9.4 per cent. 
'Tabl 2 how the finan ial re ult obtained from the operation of 
the farm in term of averag p rt n of ne produced, per ton of cane 
sold, and p r acre of cane gro' n. otal t per ton of cane produced 
and p r ton sold de rea ed Cr m 1937 to 193 , but the co ts per acre of 
cane grown increa ed omewhat. Thi ituation re ultcd from the fact 
that the yield of ane per acre increa d I 0.6 per cent, while the total 
!I 
cost per acre increased only 2.9 per cent. Costs per ton of cane pro· 
duced declined 6.8 per cent and per ton of cane sold, 7 .2 per cent. 
Higher yields of cane in 1938 made it unnecessary to use as large a 
percentage of the crop for seed for the following years as was used in 
1937. 
The price of sugar, and of sugar cane, was lower in 1938 than in 
1937; con equently the income per ton of cane was lower. However, the 
income per acre of cane grown was somewhat higher, because of the 
higher yield. Receipts from the Agricultural Adjustment Administration 
followed the same pattern as receipts from cane. N t operating income 
per ton of cane produced and per ton of cane sold declined only slightly 
from 1937 to 1938. Net operating income per acre increased in 1938. 
Capital investment per ton of cane produced and per ton sold was 
lower in 1938 than in 1937, but investment per acre wa higher. 
TABLE l. COSTS A D RET R S FROM THE OPERATION OF LARGE SUGAR 
CANE FARMS I LOUISIANA, AVERAGE PER FARM A D 
PERCENTAGE DISTRIB TION, 1937 AND 1938 
I tems ot Cost and Return 
GENERAi. OVERHEAD 
Labor ..... . .................. .. • . . 
Feed purchased ........ . ..... , . . .. . . 
Oil, gas. grease .. ...............• . .. 
Other materials ..............•..•... 
Taxes .....................•... · · .. 
I n~urance ............ .. .•.. . .. .. • . 
Deprecia tion ....•........ ........•. 
Other ....................•..•..... 
T o T.\L ..•...•.•. ... . •• •.•••..•. 
PLANTING A:-:O C tJLTIVATING 
Lahor .. .. .......... ...... ... .. . . . . 
Seed cant- .....•... ...... , ..... .. . . . 
Fertilizer ...........•.............. 
Other ...... . ......•...•.. ... .•.... 
TOTAL •.••..•...• · •· .' •••••••. 
JIARVESTTNG ANE 
l.nbor ................... . ....... . 
Other . . ..... .•. . . .............. .. , 
TonL •••.••••.•.•••••••..•. • •• 
I"-TEREST, ••••••... , •••.•• •••• • · . · .• · .. 
TOTAL CosT •• , •••• .• ••.•••..••••.•••.• 
MISCELl.ANEOUS CREDITS •.• •..•.. ..•.. .. 
NF.T CoST •.••••• •.•••••••• • • • • . · • · • · • • 












19 ,954 . lfi 
5 ,628.33 
4 , 192 .45 
l , 635.63 
31 , 410.56 
29 . ·1~1.16 
309.69 
























24 1. 8-1 
28,819 .28 
11,68:! .89 
120 . 754 . 13 









2.3 2. 4 
8 .1 6.0 
2.5 2 . 7 
'7 .8 
5.6 6.1 
2 .9 10 .2 - -
43.[\ 43 8 
15.2 13 .8 
4 .3 5. 7 
3.2 3. 0 
l.2 .2 --2::1 .9 22. 7 
22.6 :!3. 7 
.2 .2 - -
22 .8 23 .9 
9.8 !).6 
100 .0 100 .0 
TABLE l (CONTINUED). COSTS A D RET RNS FROM THE OPERATION OF 
LARGE SUGAR CANE FARMS I LO ISIA A, ,AVERAGE PER FARM 
AND PERCENTAGE DISTRIB TIO , 1937 AND 1938 
Average per Farm• 
Items ot Cost and Return 
SouRcl!. OF INCOME 
Cane sold . . ....... ........ . . . .... . . 
A. A. A. payments ........ .....•.. . . 
TOTAL •....................•... 
},fJSCELLANEOUS fNCOME 
Cane for seed ..... . . .. .. ..... .. .. . . 
Corn sold .... .. . .. . . ....•. ........ • 
Truck crops sold ............• . . . .. .• 
Other crops sold .......... ... ...... . 
Livestock products sold . ...•. . .. .... 
Other .. . ... . ...... . .... ... .. .. ... . 
TOTAL MISCELLANEOUS ..... . ... . 
TOTAL INCOME , ..... . . ..... . ... . 
QpllRATING EXPENSES ..... , . ... . .. ....• . 
NET 0r£RATJNC INCOME .... . .... ..... .. . 
NET INCOME AFTER INTEREST ........ . .. . 












12 , 431. 72 
123,226.25 
118 , 752 .07 
4,474 . 18 
-8,425 . 18 
257,987 . 12 
CANE PRODUCE TONS .... ,........... . 31,373 .85 
1 CAN£ SoL TONS .. , . . . . • . . . . . • . . . • . . . . 27,019 . 79 
























Ptr ctn/ Ptr ctn/ 
67 .8 67.l 
22. l 22.2 
89.9 89 .3 





2. 0 4.0 
10.1 10.7 
100 .0 100 .0 
•The datn cover 33 farms in 1937 and 35 in 1938. There are 29 farms which are included in both year1 
tLess than 0. 05 per cent. 
GEOGRAPHIC VARIATIONS 
While the sugar cane producing area in Loui iana is quite small, as 
co~pared with that of crops such as cotton and corn, there are sufficient 
Vhr1ations in soil, climate, and other conditions to appreciably affect 
t e costs of producing cane. The farms from which information was 
~ecured were divided into three group corresponding to three regions 
•n the producing area. The Tecbe region included all of the territory 
~est of the Atchafalaya River. 1 Mo t of the farm are situated near 
ayou Teche. The Lafourche region included all of the farms located 
on or near Bayou Lafourche, while the fi i ippi region included all ---£ 1 T~is region corresponds exactly with the Teche region in Loui iana gricultural in)(per1ment tation Bulletin No. 316, Financial Results of tlie Operation of Sugar Mills 
Louisiana, J9J7 and 1938, by Roy A. Ballinger. 
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of the farms located on or near the Mississippi River.1 It is recognized 
that there are significant variations in conditions within each of these 
regions, but the number of farms studied was not large enough to 
warrant any further subdivision. 
The expenses and income per ton of sugar cane sold are shown in 
Table 3 by these regions for both 1937 and 1938. Total expenses were 
higher in each region in 1937 than in 1938. Also they were higher each 
year in the Lafourche region than in either of the other two regions, 
although the difference was considerably smaller in l 938 than it waJ 
in 1937. The principal reductions in costs from 1937 to 1938 occurred 
in the costs of planting and cultivating and in general overhead costs, 
TABLE 2. COST A D RETURNS FROM THE OPERATIONS OF LARGE SUGAR 
CANE FARMS IN LOUISIA A, AVERAGE PER TON OF CANE PRODUCED, PER 
TO OF CANE SOLD, A D PER ACRE OF CANE PRODUCED, 1937 AND 1938 
Average per Ton Average per Ton Average per Acre 
Items of Cost and Return ot Cane Produced of Cane Sold of Ca ne Grown -1937 1938 1937 1938 1937 1938 -Dollars Doll fr!s Dollars Dollars Dollars Dollars 
GENERAL OVERHEAD 
Labor . . ....... ......•. . .. .74 .60 .80 .64. 15.65 13.87 
F eed purchased . ... .... .• . . 17 .02 . 18 .02 3.57 .54 
Oil, gas, grease .. . . .. ..... . . 10 .JO . 11 . 10 2.12 2.22 
Other mat rials .. . ... . ..•. . 34 .24 .37 .26 7.25 5.54 
T a11cs ..... ... .......... . . . JI . JO . 11 . 11 2.24 2.44 
lnsurnnce ....... . ...... . . .03 .03 .03 .03 .67 .74 
Deprecia tion .......••.... . .24 .24 .26 .26 5. 02 5.66 
Other . .......... . ........ . 12 .4l . 13 .44 2.57 9 .50 -TOTAL .... . .......... 1.85 1. 74 1.99 1.86 39.09 40 .51 
PLANTING A D CULTIVATING 
Labor ........ . . . ......... .65 .55 .69 .58 13 .63 12 .79 
Seed cane . .. ......•.. .... .18 . 22 . 19 .24 3 .84 5.24 
Fertiliur . . .. .. .... ... . .. . . 14 .12 . 15 . 13 2.86 2.79 
Other ......•. . .......•... .05 .01 .06 .01 1.12 . 14 --TOTAL ... ...•. ......• 1.02 .90 1.09 .96 21.45 20.96 
HARVESTING CANE 
Labor .. . .... . ..... ..•.... .97 .94 1.03 1.00 20.33 21.89 
Other ... .....• ........... .01 .01 .Ol .Ol .21 . 19 --TOTAL ...... ..• . .. ... .98 .95 1.04 1.01 20 .54 22. 08 
JNTERF.ST .... ... •.. ... .. •. . . .. .42 .39 .45 .41 8.81 8.95 
TOTAL COST ...•.. .. ... ..... •. 4 . 27 3 .98 4 .57 4.24 89.89 92.51 
MI SCELLANEOUS CRF.DITS . ...... .40 .40 .43 .42 8.48 9.27 
NETCosT . .. . ..... ..•....•... 3 .87 3 .58 4 . 14 3.82 81.41 83 .24 --
(Continued) 
1 be Lafourche and Mis i ippi regions together cover the same territory as ih~ 
Mississippi region in Loui iana Agricultural Experiment tation Bulletin o. 316, F•y 
nancial Results of the Operation of Sugar Mills in Lo11isia11a, 1937 a11d 19)8, by RO 
A. Ballinger. 
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TABLE 2 (CONTINUED). COSTS A D RET R S FROM THE OPERATION OF 
LARGE SUGAR CA E FARMS I LO ISIA A, AVERAGE PER TON OF 
CA E PROD CED, PER T O OF CA E OLD, A D PER ACRE 
OF CANE PROD CED, 1937 A D 1938 
Items of Cost and Return 
Average per Ton Average per Ton Average per Acre 
of Cane Produced ol Cane Sold of Cane Grown 
1937 1938 1937 1938 1937 1938 
. 
SoUl!CE OF fNCOME 
Dollars Dollars Dollars Dollars Dollars Dollars 
Cane sold ........ . ....... 2 .71 2 . 50 2 .90 2. 67 57.04 58 .20 
A. A. A. payments .. . . . ... . .89 .83 . 95 .BB 18.61 19 .28 
TOTAL ... ,.,., .. ,,, .. 3 .60 3 .33 3 .85 3 .55 75 .65 77.48 
MiscELLANEous INCOME .... . .. 
Cane for seed . . . .. .. ... , .. .19 .22 .20 .24 3.95 5 .1!\ 
Corn !'Old . ......... .• ..... . 07 • . 07 • 1.43 .01 
Truck crops sold .... . ... .. . .01 .01 .01 .01 . 24 . 24 
Other crops sold ........... .05 .01 .06 .01 1.14 .14 
Livestock products sold . . . .. * . 01 • . 01 .03 . 28 Other ··· · ··············· · .08 . 15 .09 . 16 1. 70 3 .44 
TOTAL MISCELLANEOUS .40 .40 .43 . 43 8.48 9.26 
TOTAL INCOME . ,. , .,,. 4.00 3 .73 4 .28 3. 98 84 . 13 86.74 
()pl!RATlNC EXPENSES , , , ,,, ,,,. 3 .85 3 .59 4 . 12 3 .83 81.08 83 .56 
Ni;:T 0Pl!RAT!NC INCOMF. . . . •... . . 15 . 14 . 16 . 15 3 .05 3 . 18 
NET lNco~m AFTER INTERl!ST . .. - .27 - .25 - .29 - .26 -5. 76 - 5.77 
CAPITAi. INVESTMENT , .. , , ,, ,,, 8 .37 7. 70 8 .96 8 .21 176 . 15 179.00 
CANE PhODUt ED-TONS .. . . .. .. .. . ... . .. ... Zl.04 23.26 
CANI! SoL"-ToN:.. ............ . ... ... . .. ... 19 .67 21.81 -
•Less than $0 .05. 
except in the Mississippi region. Reductions in harvesting and interest 
costs were smaller. 
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!he total income per ton of cane sold was lower in each region in 
r .s than it was in l 937. However, each year the income in the Teche 
egion was somewhat higher than it was in either of the other two 
region . This difference existed for income from each of the three 
sources listed in the table. Average net operating income was highest 
each year in the Teche region in contrast to the Lafourche region 
W~ere an average net operating loss ' as incurred each year. Net oper-
ati_n& income was considerably lower in 1938 than in 1937 in the 
Mississippi region and it was lightly lower in the Teche region. How-
ever, the trend was in the oppo ite direction in the Lafourche region, 
ait~ottgh there was still a slight net operating loss in 1938. The average 
~a9pital investment per ton of cane sold was lower in each region in . 38 than it was in 1937. Howe er, the decline was very much smaller 
in the Lafourche region than in the other regions. 
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TABLE 3. GEOGRAPHIC VARIATIONS IN THE COSTS AND RETORNS FROM 
THE OPERATION OF LARGE SUGAR CANE FARMS IN LOUISIANA, 
AVERAGE PER TON OF CANE SOLD, 1937 AND 1938 -
Average per Ton of Sugar Cane Sold 
1937 1938 
Items of Cost and Return -Mis.~issippi Lafourche Teche Mississippi Lafourche TeLhe 
Region Region Region Region Region l<egion 
(13 1arms) (12 larms) (S farms) (13 tarms) 1,13 !arms) (9 !arms) -
General overhead .............. 1.63 2 .20 1.94 1.71 2.00 1.73 
Planting and cultivating . . ...... 1.02 l.05 1.23 .90 .90 1.11 
Harvesting cane .. . ............ 1.22 1.02 .93 1.15 .97 . 98 
Interest. ..................... 
1 .49 .44 
.41 .43 .44 .35 ---TOTAL ... . ........ .• . 4 .36 4 . 71 4.51 4 .19 4 .31 4. 17 
Miscellaneous credits . .. .. .. ... .34 . 44 . 51 .12 .34 .59 
Net cost ........ . .......... . .. 4.02 4.27 4.00 3.77 3.97 3.58 
Income from cane sales ... .. . . .. 2.94 2.82 3 .00 2.60 2.67 2 .72 
'A. A. A. payments ....... ... .. .96 .88 1.04 .90 .85 .93 
Miscellaneous sources ...... .. .. .34 .44 .51 .42 .34 .59 
Total income . ··············· 4.24 4 . 14 4.55 3.92 3.86 4.24 
Opera li ng ex pen es .... .. ...... 1 3.87 4 .27 4 . 10 3. 76 3 .87 3.82 
Net opera ling income .......... .37 - .13 .45 .16 - .01 .42 
Net income alter interest. ... .. . - . 12 -.57 .04 -:27 -. 45 .07 
Capital inv.:?Stment .......... . . 9 .90 8.85 8.:n 8 .55 8 .76 6 .91 
~ 
Table 4 shows that there were marked differ nces between the regio~s 
in the size of farms and the amount of ane produced. he farms in 
the Mississippi region were much smaller in size than those in the 
other regions, and the amount of cane produced per farm was corre· 
spondingly le s. ome of this difference may be merely the result of _the 
;;mall number of farm from whi h data were secured in each region, 
rather than a reflection of actual differences to b found among all of 
the larger farms to be found in each area. The yi ld per acre of cane 
did not vary greatly between regions, although it was som what low~r 
in the Teche than in the other regions in 1938 and somewhat high~r 1~ 
the fi i i ppi region in 1937. In ea h of the regions it was h1ghe1 
in 1938 than in 1937. 
Both the p r ent of the total area in all ultivated rops and the 
per cent in cane were om what lower in the Lafourche than in the 
other r gion ea h year. In general, only about one-half, and in the 
Lafourche region only a little more than one-third, of the land in the 
farms was culti ated. The land planted in cane amount d to 1 s than 
one-third of the total area in the farms in ach r gion. However, th~ 
proportion of the culti ated land o upi d by cane varied from 57h 
per cent in the Mississippi region in 1937 to 69.4 per cent in t e 
Lafourche region in the ame year. Apparently the average Lafourche 
farm on entrated on cane to a somewhat greater xtent than was d~ne 
in the other regions, but it also had a onsiderably Jarg r proportion 
of it area in land whi h was not suitable for any ultivat d rop than 
did the farm in the other regions. 
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TABLE 4. GEOGRAPHIC VARIATIO S I THE SIZE OF BUSINESS AND 
OPERATING RESULTS OF LARGES GAR CA E FARMS IN 
THREE REGIONS IN LOUISIA. A, 1937 A D 1938 
Average per Farm 
1937 1938 
Operating Items 
Mississippi Lafourche Teche Mississippi Lafourche Teche 
Region Region Region Region Region Region 
(13 farms) (12 farms) (8 farms) (13 farms) (13 farms) (9 farms) -
~ane Produced- tons .. . ... ... .. 19,082.31 39,841.25 36,315. 75 19,329.69 39,901.69 32,506.44 
Cane so!d- tons . .... . . ........ 17,898 .62 37,449 .75 33,566 .88 18 ,097 .00 37,638 . 15 30, 192 .44 
y?ne Kl'O\\n-acres ..... .. ...... 844.'.U 1,936.08 1.765.25 816.00 l ,684 .00 l,451.00 
.1eld ot cane per acre-tons .. .. 22 . 60 20. 57 20 .57 23.69 23.69 22.40 
~·e of farms-acre~ .. ... ..... . . 2, 757 .00 7,460 .00 6,341.00 2,666.00 6,991.00 4,765 .00 
Ultivated a 1,459.00 2, 791.00 2,98!\.00 1,338.00 2,653.00 2 ,395.00 p rea- acres ... .. . . .. 
Per cent of total area c1Jltivated . 52.90 37. 40 17.10 50.20 37. 90 50.30 
F-er cent 01 total area !n cane . ... . 30 .60 26.00 27 .80 30.60 24.10 30 . 50 
er cent v! c1 lli ;- ated area 
in cane ....... ... ........ . 57.90 69.40 59 . 10 61 .00 63 .50 60.60 - ' 
RELATION OF NUMBER OF ACRES IN CULTIVATION 
PER FARM TO FINANCIAL RETURNS 
A question of importance in connection with the production of 
~ugar cane in Louisiana concerns the relation hip between the size of 
arms and the cost of producing sugar cane. The farms included in this 
study are all relatively large.1 All of them depended almost exclusively 
on the use of hired labor rather than family labor. There are various 
measures which might be used to indicate the size of Louisiana sugar 
cane farm . One measure is the total number of acres in the farms. 
'This is not a very good measure because the proportion of swamp and 
'Waste land varie widely between farm , and the amount of such land 
hha~ relatively little connection with farming operations. Because of 
t. •s .situation, total farm acreage has not been u ed as a measure of 
size in thi report. 
Another mea ure of size of farms is the number of acre in cultivation 
on the farms. Thi includes the number of acre in cane and all other 
cultivated crop . Table 5 how the relation between the number of 
ahcres in ultivation and the co ts, per ton of cane ld, of operating 
t e farms. he total co t per ton on tho e farms with les than 1,000 
acres in cultivation were lower each ear than the were on the farms 
With more than 2,000 acre in cultivation. In 1937 the co ts on the 
frrms with the largest acreage in cultivation ' ere 7.1 per cent greater 
~ lan they were on the farm with the mailer acreage . In 1938 the dif-
erence wa l 5.2 per cent. Ea h year the higher total co ts on the largest 
farms were occa ioned by higher gen al overhead and interest costs. In ---1. For a similar report covering mailer- ized farms , e Louisiana gricultural Ex-~~rirncnt ta tion Bulletin o. 314, A Farm Ma11ageme11t and Cost Study on 500 Family-
t'n:Zed Farms in the Louisiana ugar Cane Area, 1938, b \ . W. McPherson and J. N. 
erson. 
] 1 
TABLE 5. RELATIOr BETWEEN THEN MBER OF ACRES IN CULTIVATION 
PER FARM A D THE COST OF PROD CI G CA E PER TO SOLD 
0 LOUISI NA F RMS, 1937 AND 1938 
Cost per Ton ol Cane Sold 
Acres in Cultivalion Number -
ot Planting 
-- Farms T ola\ General and Harvest-
Cosl Overhead Cul ti - ing Interest 
Ra nge Average vating 
Dollars Dollars Dollars Dolla1s Doi/ors 
1937: 
Under 1,000 ... 717 8 4.36 l.62 1. 27 1 . 16 .3 1 
1,000 to1,999 .. 1,349 10 4 .24 1.66 .96 l.20 .42 
2,000 and over .. 3,809 15 4.G7 2 .11 1.10 .99 .47 
All farms ....... 2,3 1'1 33 4 .57 1.99 1.09 1.04 .45 
1938: 
Under 1,000 .... 720 11 3.81 1.58 .86 1.02 .35 
l ,000to 1,999 .. 1,478 12 4 .0G l.63 1.05 1.03 .34 
2,000 and over .. 3,982 12 4 .39 1.99 .95 l.00 .45 -All farms .... ... 2,098 35 4 .24 l.86 .96 l.Ol .41 
-
1937 planting and cultivating cost were lower on the larger farms than 
on the smaller one, and in 1938 they were not much higher. In both 
year harve ting co ts were lightly lower on the larger farms than they 
were on the maller one . How ver, the relationship were not sufficiently 
consistent for either planting and ultivating or for harve ting co ts to be 
particularly significant. 
The data in able 6 indi ate that there was no consistent relation 
between the number of acr in ultivation per farm and the total in· 
come per ton of ane old. Thi wa also true of the three separate 
sources of income hown in the table. However, net op rating in o:ne 
per ton of ane sold wa ignificantly lower each year on the farms with 
the large t acreage in culti ation than it was on the farm with the 
smaller acreage . he differ nee wa e pe ially mark d in 1938. Net 
income after intere t wa al low t, or 1 se highe t, on the farms 
with the large t a reage in ultivati n. he relationship was v n m~re 
marked for net income after inter t than it wa for net operating 1n· 
come. hi wa cau d by the fa t that int re t o t per ton of cane 
sold were higher on the farms with the larg r a reage in cultivation. 
The number of acre in ultivation per farm was lo ely related td 
the total number f acr in the farm , the number of a res in ane, an 
the number of ton of cane pr du d and Id, a i shown in Table 7. 
Each year the ield of ane per a re wa lower on the farm with the 
largest acreage in culti ation than it wa on tho e with the malle ~ 
acreages. In 1937 the difEeren e amounted to l.72 tons pr acre, or 7. 
per cent of the yield on the small farms. Jn 1938 the difference was 
greater. It equaled 3.35 ton , or 12.75 per ent. Jn both ear the per 
cent of the total area in the farms in ultivation and the per cent in c~ne 
were materially lower on the farms with the large t acreage in culuva· 
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TABLE 6. RELATION BETWEE THE l\1BER OF ACRES I CULTIVATION 
PER FARM A D THE I CO !fE PER TO ' OF CANE SOLD 
ON LO ISi AF RMS, 1937 D 1938 
Income per Ton of Cane Sold 
Acres in Cultivation ------------------
Number Net Net 
or T otal Cane A.A.A. Other Operal - Income 
Farms Income Sold Pay- Income ing after 
Range Average men ls Income Interest - ------------Dollars Dollars Dollars Doi/ors Dollars Dollars 
1937: 
Under 1 ,000 .... . .. . . 717 8 4 .30 2 .92 1.01 .37 .25 - .06 
1 ,000 to 1.999 . . ..... 1,349 JO 4 .05 2.89 .87 .29 .23 - .19 
2, 000 and over ... .. .. 3,809 15 4.33 2 . 90 .96 .47 . 13 - .34 
------------
All farms ... . .. .. .... 2,314 33 4 .28 2.90 .95 .43 .16 - .29 - --- ------ ---1938: 
Under 1 ,000 ... . ..... 720 11 3.98 2.69 .90 .39 .52 .17 
1,000 to 1,999 ..... . . 1,478 12 4.16 2.l;s .96 .55 .44 .10 
2,000 and over ....... 3 ,982 12 3.91 2.67 .85 .39 -. 03 - .4& 
------------
All farms ... .. ... .... 2.098 35 3.98 2.67 .88 .43 . 15 - .26 
-
tion than on those with the malle t acreage . However, in 1938 the 
per cent of the cultivated land in ane varied only slightly with the area 
1!1 cultivation. In 1937 the variation wa greater but it wa not con-
sistent between the different group of farms. pparently the number 
0_f ~cres in cultivation is not ignificantly related to the degree of spe-
cialization on the cane crop which i practiced on this group of farms. 
RELATION OF NUMBER OF CRE I CANE PER F RM TO 
FINANCIAL RE UR S 
A third mea ure of the size of sugar cane farms is tl1e number of acres 
planted in cane. This mea ure di regards the influence of other crops on 
the size of farming operations, but its u e does make it pos ible to 
lll~a ure directly the relation hip between the ize of the major enter-
prise and the financial result obtained. In able 8 the farm have 
been divided into three groups and the co ts per ton of cane sold cal-
culated for each group. Each year the farm with the smallest acreage 
of ~ane had a lower co t per ton than the farms with the large t acreage. 
'fh1s was also true of general overhead and intere t co t , and of planting 
and cultivating cost in 1938. However, harve ting costs were higher 
each year for the smaller farms than they were for larger one . 
_The percentage difference in total co t per ton between the farm 
~Ith the small st acreages in cane and tho e ' ith the large t was con· 
siderably greater in 1938 than it was in 1937. The situation varied 
hon iderably with respect to the arious group of co ts. General over-
ead co ts increased considerably less in 193 than in 1937. Planting 
and cultivating co ts were slightly 10\ er on the farm with the largest 
cane acreages than on tho e with the small t acreage in 1937. The 
13 
TABLE 7. REL TIO BET\\ E THE l\rBER OF 
F CTOR R ELATED TO PROD 101 
' 
Acres in Cultivation umber Size of 
of Far ms F arms 
Range Ave rage 
Aerts 
1937: 
Under 1,000 ...................... 717 8 1 ,235 
I.000 to 1,999 ....... ....... • ..... 1,349 10 2, 413 
2 ,000 and over ....... ... . ....... .. 3,809 15 9 ,472 
All farms . . .. . ... .••.. . . . .. . .•.... 2, 31 4 33 5 ,336 
1938: 
Under 1,000 .......... . ..•....•... 724 11 1,130 
1,000 to 1 ,999 .. . ..... . .. . .. . ..... 1, 478 12 2 .828 
2, 000 and over . ................... 3 ,982 12 10,171 
All farms ........ . . . ... . ......•... 2 ,098 35 4 , 812 
C LTIVATJO PER FAR 1: ND VARIO S PHYSICAL 
LO l IA A FAR 1S, 1937 AND 1938 
Yield of Per cent Per cent Per cent 
Acres in Cane Cane Cane per total Area of total ot cul t i-
Cane Produced Sold Acre Cultivated Area in vated Area 
Cane in Cane 
Tons Tons Tons 
503 ll , 150 10 , 163 22 . 17 58 . 1 40 .7 70.2 
752 17,537 1_6 ,529 23.31 55.9 31.2 55.8 
2 , 452 50, 142 46,935 20 . 45 40 . 2 25.9 64.4 
1, 465 30,809 28,806 21.04 43.4 27 . 4 63 .3 
440 11,566 10 ,858 26 .28 63 . 7 38 .9 61.2 
924 21,080 19 ,759 22 .81 52 .3 32 . 7 62. 5 
2 , 480 56 ,865 53 , 312 22.93 39 . 2 24 . 4 62.3 
1, 305 30 ,359 28,465 23.26 43 . 6 27. l 62 . 2 
TABLE 8. RELATION BETWEE THE NUMBER OF ACRES IN SUGAR CANE 
PER FARM AND THE CO T OF PROD CI G CANE PER TON SOLD, 
ON LO TSTANA FAR 1S, 1937 AND 1938 
Cost per Ton ot Cane Sold 
Acres in Cane Numt er 
of Planting 
Farms Total General and Harvest-
Cost Ovethead Cul ti- ing Interest 
Range Average vating -
Dollars D~ll<lTS Dollars Dolin rs Dollars 
1937: 
Under 750 ...... 526 ]3 4.29 1.61 l.15 1.18 .35 
750 to I, 749 .... 1,203 9 4 .24 1.56 l.11 1.14 .43 
l , 750 and over .. 2,788 11 4 .76 2 .24 1.07 .97 .48 
All farms ...... . 1;465 33 4 .57 1.99 1.09 1.04 .45 -
1938: 
Under 750 ...... 464 13 3 .88 1.64 .87 1:03 .34 
750101,749 .... 1,098 13 4.05 1.60 1.03 1.07 .35 
1, 750 and over . . 2,820 9 4 . 44 2 .06 .95 .97 . 46 
AU !arms ... . ... 1 .305 35 .424 1.86 .96 1.01 .41 
-
situation was reversed in 1938. Harvesting co t per ton were lower each 
year for the farms with the large t cane acreages, but the difference was 
very much smaller in 1938 than it wa in 1937. Interest costs were 
higher on the farms with the large t cane acreages in about the same 
proportion each year. 
Table 9 shows that in 1937 the total income per ton of cane sold was 
~omewhat higher for the farm with the large t acreage in cane than 
1 ~ was for those with the malle t acreage . In I 93 the rever e was true. 
l h relationship b tween the number of acre in cane and income from 
ea h of the variou ource Ji ted in the table wa no more consistent 
than it was in the ca e of total income. Howe er, the net operating in-
c~me p r ton of ane old wa material! higher each year for th farms 
With the smalle t cane a eage than it wa for tho e with the large t 
~creages. he same ituation exi ted ' ith re pect to net income after 
intere t. In 1937 the farm in the middle range, with respect to the 
number of acres in cane, had higher average net in ome than the 
smalle t farm, and in 193 almo t as high. fo t of the effect of number 
of acres in cane appear t apply only t0 farms which had more than 
1,750 acre . 
0£ our e th number of acre planted in cane wa directly and closely 
relat d to th numb r of a re in the farm , the numb r of acre in culti-
~ati n, and th number of ton of cane produced and old, a i hown 
in able 10. Much more ignificant i the fact that the yield of cane 
P r acre averaged larger ea h year on the farms ' ith the malle t cane 
a. reages than it did on the remaining farms. will be hown later, 
Yteld p r a e is an important fa tor influencing o ts. he per cent of 
the total farm area in cultivation and the per cent in cane averaged 
con iderably low r a h year for the farm with the large t acreages 
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TABLE 9. RELATION BETWEEN THE NUMBER OF ACRES I SUGAR CANE 
PER FARM AND THE INCOME PER TO OF ·CANE SOLD 
ON LOUISIANA FARMS, 1937 AND 1938 
J ncome per Ton of Cane Sold 
Acres in Cane ----------
Number Net Net 
o( Tvta\ Cane A.A.A. Other Operat· Income 
Farms Income Sold Pay · Income ing after 
Range Average ments fncome Interest 
-------------
Dol!ars Dolla:s Dol!ars Dollars Dollars Dollars 
1937: 
Under 750 .......... . 526 13 4 . 18 2 .90 .95 .33 .24 -. 11 
750 to l, 749 ..... . . . . 1,203 9 4.23 l! .97 .94 .32 .42 -. 01 
l, 750 and over . ...•.. 2,788 11 4 .32 2.87 . 95 . 50 .04 - , 44 
----------All farms .. . . . .... .. . 1 ,465 33 4.28 2.90 .95 .43 . 16 -.29 
----------1938: 
Under 750 .. . ....... . 464 13 3 .99 2 .68 .93 .38 .45 . 11 
750 to 1, 749 . . .. ... .. 1,098 13 4 . 12 2 .63 .93 .56 .42 .07 
l , 750 and over . . . . ... 2,820 9 3 .89 2 .69 .84 .36 .09 -.55 
-------------All farms . . .......... 1,305 35 3 .98 2 .67 .88 .43 . 15 - .26 
in cane than they did for the remaining farm . his is really just another 
way of showing that the large farms had more swamp and waste land 
than did the other farm . he per cent of the cultivat d area devoted 
to cane wa larger each year on the farm with the large t cane acr ages 
than it was on the farm with the smallest number of a res in cane. 
Apparently the larger farm w re le s diver ified and con entrated more 
on a ingle crop than was true of the other farm . 
RELA TIO OF NUMBER 
0 FI 
OF CA E LD PER F RM 
A final measure f the ize of ugar ane farms in Louisiana which 
will be analyzed bri A.y i the number of tons of ane sold per farm. 
The data in able 11 how that in both 1937 and 1938 the farms 
which old 35,000 ton or more f ane had higher osts per ton than 
did the farm with mall r t nnag s f ane. he relation hip wa con· 
siderably mor marked in 1938 than it wa in 1937. All of the larger 
total o t on the farm with the larger tonnage resulted from larger 
costs for general o erhead and intere t. There wa even a slight tendency 
for the o ts of planting and ulti acing and of harvesting to be smaller 
on the farms with th larg t t nnag than th y were on the remaining 
farm. 
he total in me per ton of ane old was lightly higher in 1937 on 
the farms with the larg t tonnage of ane than it was n the far~s 
with the ma lie t tonnag . Jn 193 th e i tuation was r versed. It is 
probable that the r lati n hip in bolh y ars wa larg ly a idcntal, 
sin e there appear to b n logical explanation of the rever al in the 
relation hip. ct in ome aft r int r t was materially lower, or net 
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TABLE IO. RELATION BETWEE THE UMBER OF ACRES I CA E PER FARM A D VARIOUS PHYSICAL FACTORS 
RELATED TO PRODUCTIOr COSTS 0 1 LO ISIA A FARMS, 1937 A 1D 1938 
Yield of Per cent Per cent Per cent 
Acres in Cane Number Size of Cultivated Cane Cane Cane per total Area of total or cul ti-
of Farms Farms Area Produced Sold Acre Cultivated Area in vated Area 
Range Average Cane in Cane 
Acr<s ACT a Tom Tons Tons 
1937: 
Under 750 .. ..................•... 526 13 1.599 941 12.337 11,361 23 .46 58 .9 32 .9 55 .9 
750 lO 1. 749 ... ..... . . ........•... 1. 203 9 2.924 1,825 25 ,674 24.228 21.34 62.4 41 . l 65.9 
l, 750 and over ................•... 2,7 11 11, 725 4 ,336 56,840 53.170 20 .39 37.0 23 .8 64 .3 
All farms ..... .... ................ 1.465 3.1 5,336 2.314 30.809 .28.806 21.04 43.4 27 .4 63.3 
1938: 
Und r 750 .. ...... .•. . ............ 464 13 1,259 770 11.961 11.223 25.79 61.2 36 .8 60.2 
750 lO 1, 749 .......•........ . ..... 1,098 13 3.062 1, 759 25, 153 23,573 22 .91 57.5 35.9 62.4 
l, 750 and over .. .. .. .... • . .... .•. . 2.820 9 12 473 4 ,505 64 ,453 60,438 22.85 36 .1 22 .6 62.6 
All farms . . ........•.. . . •. ..... . ..••.. 1,305 35 4 ,812 2,098 30,359 28,465 23 .26 43 .6 27 . l 62 .2 ..,j 
·""' 
TABLE 11. RELATION BET\! EEN THEN rfBER OF T O OF C E OLD PER FARM A D THE COST A DI COME 
PER TON OF C E OLD, YIELD PER ACRE OF CA1 E, D DISTRIBUTIO OF LA D SE, 
ON LO I I A F R i . 1937 AND 193 
Per Ton of Cane Sold 
Tons Cane Sold Number Yield of Per cent of Per cent of Per cent of 
of Farms Net Income Cane per Total Area Total Area Cultivated 
Total Total after In- Acre Cultivated in Cane Area in Cane 
Range Average Cost Income terest 
Dollars Dollars Dollars Tons 
1937: 
Under 15 ,000 .............. 11,278 13 4 .. 34 4 . 19 - . 15 22.67 57.8 32 .4 56 .0 
15, 000 to 34 , 999 . . .. ...•.. .. 25,496 11 4 .24 4.22 -.02 20 .74 49.1 . 32 .4 66.0 
35,000 and over ..... .... . . . 58,171 9 4 .81 4 .33 -.48 20.77 38 .2 24.5 64 .1 
All farms . . . . ............. . 28,806 33 4 .57 4.28 -.29 21.04 43.4 27 .4 63 .3 
1938: 
Under 15,000 ......... . ... . 11 ,223 13 3 .88 3.99 . 11 25 .79 61.2 36 .8 60 .2 
15 ,000 to 34,999 .. . . . ... . .. 23 ,573 13 4 .06 4 . 13 .07 22.91 57.5 35 .9 62 .4 
35, 000 and over .. . .. .... ... 60,438 9 4 . 44 3 .89 -.55 22.85 36.1 22.6 62 .6 . 
All farms ... ... . . . . . ....... 28,465 35 4 .24 3.98 - .26 23 .26 43.6 27.l 62 .2 
losses higher, each year on the farms with the largest tonnages of cane 
than it was on those with the smallest tonnage . As in the case of total 
costs the difference was considerably greater in 1938 than it was in 1937. 
The net financial returns to the farms with 35,000 tons or more of 
cane were ,poorer in 1938 than in 1937, while for the remaining farms 
they were considerably better. 
The average per cent of the total area of the farms which was culti-
vated and which was in cane was con iderably smaller each year on the 
far~s with the largest tonnages than it was for the remaining farms. 
!his is similar to the situation exi ting when the farms were divided 
into groups according to the number of acres in cultivation and . the 
number of acres in cane. However, the relationship to the proportion 
of cultivated land in cane is somewhat different. In both 1937 and 1938 
the average per cent of cultivated land in cane was somewhat higher 
o~ the farms with the larges t tonnages of cane than it was on those 
With the smallest tonnages. The differences were rather small in 1938, 
and in 1937 they were somewhat inconsistent, in that the middle-sized 
group of farms had a higher percentage of their cultivated land devoted 
to cane than did the farms with the largest tonnages of cane. Because 
of this the significance of the relationship may be somewhat doubtful. 
YIELD OF CANE PER ACRE I RELATION TO COSTS 
AND I COMES 
Probably the most important single factor influencing the financial 
succe s of the group of farms studied was the yield of cane obtained 
per acre. Variations in yield of cane in any one year on the farms 
studied are of course au ed by numerou factor . It has not been pos i-
blc in thi study to m a ur , en approximately, the importance 
of any of the e factors. However, it i important to rcmemb r that some 
of these factors are largely under the control of the individuals operating 
the farms, while others are not. For instan e, ariations in yield re ulting 
froi:u differences in the application of fertilizer, in crop rotation, in 
Varieties, and in planting and cultivating practices are largely under the 
~Ontrol of the farm operator , while ariation re ulting from differences 
in weather, and ba ic difference in oil cannot be controlled by the 
Operator . he sugar cane growing region in Loui iana covers a com-
paratively mall area geographically, in contra t to land devoted to 
crop su h a otton, and the oil u ed for the commercial production 
of ane are all in the delta region of the tate. It, therefore, eem prob-
a.ble that the variations in yield of ugar cane re ulting from the var_ia-
hons in weather and oil are relati ely unimportant, as compared with 
many other crop , and that the variations re ulting from factor largely 
~nd r the control of the farm op rator are relatively important. I£ this 
is true, farm operators now ecuring low ields hould give serious at-
tention to way and mean of impro ing their yield . 
. The relation hip b tween ield per acre of cane and costs of produc-
tion per ton of ane Id i hown in able 12. In 1937 the total costs 
per ton averaged 16.2 per cent lower n the farm with yield of 25 tons 
or more p r a e than they d.d on the farms with yield 0£ l than 22 
19 
TABLE 12. RELATIO BETWEEN THE YIELD PER ACRE OF CANE AND THE 
COST OF PRODUCI G CANE PER T ON SOLD, ON 
LOUISIANA FARMS, 1937 AND 1938 
Cost per Ton of Cane Sold 
Yield vf Cane per -
Acre- Tons Number Planting 
of Farms Total General and Harvest-
Ost Overhead Cul ti · ing Interest 
Range Average vating 
-
Dollnrs Dollars Dol.lars Dollurs Dollars 
1937: 
Undn 22. 00 .... 18.60 16 4.67 1.98 l.18 1.01 .50 
22 00 to 24 .99 . . 22 .83 9 4.89 2. 34 l.05 1 .07 .43 
25. 00 and over .. 26 .0l 8 3. 91 1. 54 .92 1.09 .36 
All fa rms . . . . . .. 21.04 33 4 .57 l.99 l.09 l.04 .45 
1938: 
Under 22. 00 .... 20 .92 9 4 .57 l.96 1.06 1.05 .50 
22. 00 to 24 .99 .. 23. 17 13 4 . 12 1 .84 .93 .96 .39 
25. 00 and over .. 26. 62 13 4 . 13 l. 79 .92 1.07 .35 
All farms ....... 23.26 35 4.24 1. 86 .96 J.01 . 41 
tons per acre. In l 938 the difference was only 9.6 per cent. ;Each of the 
four groups of co t, except harv ting cost , were lower on the farms 
with higher yield . In both years the largest percentage reductions 
were in interest co ts. Reductions in general ov rhcad and in planting 
and cultivating co ts were con iderably smaller in 1938 than they were 
in 1937. Each year harve ting co ts were lightly higher on the farms 
with the bjghe t ields. However, the differences are so small a to be 
of no ignificance. 
Table 13 shows that in 1937 the total income per ton of cane sold was 
slightly higher on the farm with yield of 25 tons per acre or more 
than it was on the other farm . In contrast to this, in 1938 the farms 
with yields of le s than 22 ton per acre had a slightly higher total in· 
come per ton than did the other farms. he in ome secured from each 
of the three ource li ted in the table likewi e shows no significant 
elation hip to the yield of cane per acre. How ver, the net operating 
income each year was materially lower on the farms with yields of less 
than 22 ton per acre than it was on tho e with yi Ids of 25 tons or 
more. he situation with respect to net income after interest was sub-
stantially the ame as it wa for net operating income. 
The data in able 14 indicate that the farm with the highest yield 
of cane per acre averaged smaller in size than did those with lower 
yields. For instance, in 1937 the farms with yields of 25 tons or more 
per acre had on the average 626 fewer a res in cane than did the farms 
with yields of les than 22 tons per acre. hi difference amounted to 
37.4 per cent of the acreage on the farms with the lower y~elds. In I 938 
the difference between the two {?Toups was 732 acres and 48.9 per cent. 
Somewhat imilar differ n es x1 L in the total number of acre in the 
farm and in the number of acres cultivated. 
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TABLE 13. RELATION BETWEEN THE YIELD PER ACRE OF CA EA D THE 
INCOME PER TON OF CA E SOLD ON LOUJSIA A FARMS, 1937 AND 1938 -
Jncome per Ton of Cane Sold 
Yield of Cane per ------------
Acre-Tons Number Net Net - --- of Total Cane A.A.A. Other Operat- Income Farms Jncome Sold Pay· Jn come ing after 
Range Average ment.s Income Interest - ------------
Dollars Doll a ts Dollars Dolla1s Dolla1s Dollars 
1937: 
Under 22 . ()() . . ... . ... 18 .60 . 16 4 .23 2 .85 .96 .42 .06 - .44 
22 .00 to 24 .99 . ....... 22 .~ 9 4 .27 2. 84 .94 .49 - .19 - .62 
25 . 00 and over. . . . . .. 26 .01 8 4.40 3 .09 .94 .37 . 85 .49 
------------
All farms .. . ... .. . ... 21.04 33 4 .28 2 .90 .95 .43 .16 -.29 - ------ - -----1938: 
Under 22 .00 . . . . . ... . 20 .92 9 4 .08 2. 66 .89 .53 .01 -.49 
22.0!l to24 . 99 . . . . . .. 23 . 17 13 3 .94 2 .68 .88 .38 .21 - .18 
25 .00 and over ... . ... 26 .62 13 3 .94 2. 66 .89 .39 .16 - .19 
- ----- ------
All farms . . . . . . . . . ... 23 .26 35 3 . 9i! 2 . 67 .88 .43 . 15 -. 26 
-
Both th per ent o( the total farm area culti ated and the per cent of 
t~e total area in an w re larger a h ear on the farms with the highe t 
Y1.eld than they were on the farm with the lowe t yields. However, the 
~tfferences were not large, particularly in the percentage of the total area 
ln cane. The per nt of the cultivated area of the farm which wa in 
cane wa somewhat smaller on the fa.rm ' ith the higher yield than it 
wa on the farm with lower ields. he difference wa mu h more 
marked in 1937 than it wa in 1938. he information a ailable i not 
sum. ient to indicate conclusively the cau e Cor the relation hip between 
the per cent of cultivated land in ane and the ield per acre. However, 
~s previou ly pointed out, the farm with the smallest number of acres 
~~ ane had a maller percentage of their culti ated land in cane than 
1d. the farms with larger cane acreage , and mall cane acreages are 
~os1tively as ociated with high ield . herefore, it may be that the 
~ize of farm rather than yield of cane per acre i the mo t important 
actor influencing the per cent of cultivated land in cane. 
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TABLE 14-. RELATION BET\' EE THE YIELD PER ACRE OF CANE A D VARIOUS PHYSICAL FACTORS R ELATED T O 
PROD CTION COSTS ON LO ISIANA FARMS, 1937 AND 1938 
Per cent of Per cent of Per cento. 
Yield of Cane per Acre-Tons Number Size of Acres in Cane Cane Cultivated total Area total Area Cultivated 
of Farms Farms Cane Produced Sold Area Cultivated in Cane Area in 
Range Average Cane 
Aerts Tons Tons Aerts 
1931: 
Under 22.00 .................•.... 18.60 16 6,393 1,674 31, 134 29,228 2,510 39 .3 26.2 66 . 7 
22 .00 to 24.99 . .... •..... . . . ...... 22.83 9 4 ,854 1,462 33,381., 30,949 2,346 48.3 30 . l 62 .3 
25.00 and over ....... . .. .......... 26.01 8 3,763 1,048 27,266 25,553 1,887 50.1 27.9 55.5 
All farms ..........•. ... ••....... . 21.04 33 5 ,336 1,465 30,809 28,806 2,314 43.4 21.4 63.3 
1938: 
Under 22.00 . . ...... . ...... . -:-. . .. . 20 .92 9 5,977 1,496 31,299 29,325 2,386 39.9 25 .0 62 .7 
22 .00 to 24 .99 . ..... .. ........ ... . 23.17 13 6 , 183 l, 715 39,729 37.171 2,735 44.2 27.7 62.7 
25. 00 and over ... . .. .. .. ... . ... . .. 26.62 13 2,635 764 20,338 19, 165 1,262 47.9 29 .0 60.6 
All farms ... . . . . .. . .. . .. ... .. .... . 23.26 35 4,812 1,305 30,359 28,465 2,098 43 .6 27 . l 62.2 
SUMMARY 
The data presented in this report how that the earnings of the 
larger sugar cane farms in Louisiana were quite modest in both 1937 
and 1938. The net financial re ults were not greatly different in the 
two years. However, the co ts and incomes from which these results 
~ere secured did differ rather materially. Both total costs and total 
incomes per ton were lower in 1938 than they were in 1937. The two 
factors about offset each other. The lower incomes in 1938 were pri-
marily the result of lower price paid for cane, which in turn were the 
result of lower market prices for sugar. The lower costs in 1938 appear 
to have been largely the result of higher yields per acre of cane. Because 
of these higher yields more tons of cane were produced per hour of 
man labor as well as per acre of land. . 
. In both years there were wide variations in the costs and the net 
incomes of the farm operators. An analy i of the data secured reveals 
several factors which appear to be related in a significant manner to the 
financial results obtained. Each year the total costs per ton of cane sold 
Were higher in the Lafourche region than in either of the other regions 
and the average net lo s wa greater. The e differences appear to be 
a sociated with the fact that the average size of the farms studied was 
larger and the per cent of the total area in the farms which was culti-
vated was smaller in the Lafourche region than in the other regions. 
There was a tendency for the co ts per ton of cane sold to be higher 
?n the larger farms than they were on the smaller ones. Also, the net 
incomes per ton were lower. This was true in both year. It was also true 
regardless of whether the size of farms wa measured by the number of 
acre of land in cultivation, the number of acre in cane, or the number 
of tons of cane sold. It should be remembered that in this report a farm 
does not nece sarily include all of the land under a single owner hip. 
It does include all land operated e entially a a single unit under any 
type of management. 
One of the most important factor influencing co t on sugar cane 
farms in Louisiana i the yield p r acre of cane. hi is shown both 
by the lower co ts per ton in 1938 as compared with 1937, and by the 
fact that in both years co were lower on the farm with high yields 
than they were on the farm with low ields. In both 1937 and 1938 
lower co ts were as ociated with higher net income . Since yields per 
acre are to a con iderable degree under the control of individual farm 
Operator , these fact are of con iderable importance in any attempt to 
lower the co ts of producing cane . 
. The information in thi report i pre ented for tudy and considera-
tion by the pe ple connected with the. u~r indu try in Lou~sia~~ and 
by other who are intere t d. The apphcauon of the e data to md1v1dual 
farm, of the type analyzed, doubtle ne d. to be made with a great 
deal of di cretion becau e the particular ucum tance of each farm 
are in certain respects differ nt from tho e of an other farm. 
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